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“Why did you Americans do that terrible thing?” she cried out. “We always 
loved America. To us, America was the great country, the perfect country, the 
country that helped us while other countries were exploiting us. But after that 
moment, no one in Iran ever trusted the United States again. I can tell you for 
sure that I you had not done that thing, you would never have had that 
problem of hostages being taken in your embassy in Tehran. All your trouble 
started in 1953. Why did you do it?” 


The Magi and the Apartheid Wall 


Shiraz is roughly 200 miles west of the hottest place on earth, the Lut desert, 
where the temperature has been measured at 159 degrees F. Having me speak 
in Shiraz was Hamed’s idea. Hamed Ghashghavi is the flamboyant, 25-year- 
old son of an Iranian diplomat who grew up in Tunisia and 1s as a result 
fluent in French and Arabic. His language ability allows him to network, and 
his network now spreads throughout Iran and large parts of the West. 


We arrived in Shiraz shortly after 8:00 in the morning. I am scheduled to 
speak at 11:00 AM in spite of the fact that I went to bed after midnight and 
had to get up at 3:00 AM to make the flight to Shiraz. Standing in the already 
blazing heat, I decide that I won’t make it through my talk unless I get a 
decent breakfast. 


“T need to eat an omelet,” I say to Hamed. 


“Sure, Mike,” Hamed says and relays the message to Shaheen and 
Mohammed, who picked us up at the airport. 


Both are students at the Technological University of Shiraz. Both are even 
younger than Hamed. When Shaheen approached us in the heat of the airport 
parking lot, he looked a lot like Ben Affleck’s idea of a hostage-taking 
Iranian terrorist, complete with Republican Guard uniform tunic. Mohammad 
takes the wheel and we begin driving down the alleys of Shiraz, which are 
not much wider than our compact Fars car, a Peugeot knock-off produced in 
Iranian factories. We end up at what looks like a café next to an auto body 
shop, both of which share the same hole in the ground as their rest room. The 
walls are decorated with Iranian body builders, who got that way by 
practicing the traditional Iranian bodybuilding known as House of Strength or 
Zurkhaneh by tossing larger and larger clubs into the air. 


I look like an American businessman in my dark suit and yellow tie. Hamed, 
Mohammed, and Shaheen have all disappeared and the rest of the café’s 
occupants view me with mild disinterest as they puff away on their hookahs. 
It is the first time that I have ever seen an Iranian smoke. 


When my breakfast arrives, I try to discern which dish is the omelet by 
process of elimination. It isn’t the flat bread, and it isn’t the plate full of 


alfalfa-like salad on the next plate, so it must be the pile of reddish substance 
in the middle. I begin to eat. The reddish substance is warm, so I conclude 
that I will not contract dysentery from it. For the same reason, | refrain from 
eating the pile of greens, remembering what happened to the Westerners who 
ate salad in Cairo in 1994. 


Hamed wonders why I am not eating the salad. 

“A chacun sa gout,” I say. 

“What?” he asks. 

I repeat the phrase about five times and then finally translate it into English. 
“Oh,” he says when the light bulb finally goes on, “A chacun sa gout.” 
“That’s what I said.” 

“Your French is terrible.” 


He is, of course, right. My French is terrible, but even if it weren’t I have no 
desire to argue with him. The red “omelet” has formed a knot in my stomach, 
and as we drive to the university I say a prayer that it doesn’t get worse. 


The political situation has changed dramatically since my first trip to Iran. 
President Ahmadinejad was voted out of office and replaced by Rouhani, 
who is determined to come to an agreement with the Americans which will 
end the economic sanctions which have been imposed on Iran. The Obama 
administration seems determined to reciprocate, even if its program seems to 
be two steps forward and one step back. The Obama administration did not 
take the bait that the false flag gas attack in Syria offered in August of 2013. 
Instead Obama agreed to work with Vladimir Putin. The Israel Lobby was 
furious, but AIPAC’s attempt to impose new sanctions failed in January 2014 
largely because a new pro-Obama Jewish lobby, J Street, opposed them and 
gave wary congressman a way out. It was AIPAC’s first major defeat and 
signaled a decline in its power. 


Not to be deterred, the Jews countered with Victoria Nuland’s coup d’état in 
the Ukraine, which made it impossible for Obama to work with Putin and 
blocked what was promising to be a convergence on gender issues between 
Poles and Russians. Nuland, wife of Neoconservative luminary Robert 


Kagan, failed in the act of succeeding, giving us a stunning recent example of 
what Hegel called “the cunning of reason.” The democratically elected 
Yanukovich government was overthrown by a coalition of American 
supported Neo-Nazi thugs, but the Neocon holdovers from the Bush 
Administration overreached, causing a reaction, and the Crimea returned to 
Russia, putting an end to NATO’s expansion eastward and signaling the 
beginning of the end of the American Empire and its century-long efforts to 
control the Eurasian landmass. In spite of everything, the Obama 
administration continued its overtures to Iran, lifting the sanctions prohibiting 
sale of oil for six months around the time I was traveling through Iran with 
Hamed. 


Over the course of our travels, Hamed told me he was willing to die for the 
Supreme Leader. The real issue now, however, is whether he and his 
generation are willing to live for the Supreme Leader. The situation has 
changed since the 1981 war with Iraq. The revolutionary fervor of 1979, 
followed closely by the war which took 300,000 lives, pictures of whom 
adorn virtually every building in Iran, has been replaced by a period of 
uncertainty. We know the Iranians know how to die; the current question 1s 
whether they know how to live, and what principles will guide their lives 
through this current period of uncertainty. Hamed is a supporter of former 
President Ahmadinejad and is worried about whether the new Rouhani 
government is going to bargain away all of the gains of the revolution in 
order to broker a sanction-ending deal on the nuclear issue. He also talked 
about finding a wife. Willingness to die in battle and a desire to get married 
are two of the deepest aspirations a human being can have, but they require 
different intellectual infrastructure to find completion, and now the conditions 
necessary to marry, have children and become one of the indispensable social 
cells which will carry Iran into the future have become opaque to large 
numbers of Iranians. The main issue is birth control. 


Shortly after I returned from Iran, Thomas Erdbrink’s article on Iran’s 
troubled attitude toward children appeared in the New York Times. In a form 
that we have come to expect on issues and populations which the global elites 
have targeted for social engineering, Erdbrink tells the story of “Bita and 
Shirag,” a young couple who “are really serious about not having kids.’’2] So 
serious, in fact, that Bita has procured two abortions, even though abortion is 


illegal in Iran. Erdbrink does his best to portray Ayatollah Ali Khamenei as a 
religious fanatic intent on imposing his views on Iran’s helpless women via: 
a 14-point program, announced late last month, that health officials hope will lead to a 
doubling of Iran’s population, to 150 million, by 2050. Hospital delivery stays are now 
free, and women are allowed longer maternity leave. Reversing past policies to control 

population growth, the government has canceled subsidies for condoms and birth 
control pills and eliminated free vasectomies. . . . Billboards in the capital show a 
laughing father with five children riding a single tandem bicycle up a hill, leaving far 
behind an unhappy looking father with only one child. Those parents who actually 
produce five children are now eligible for a $1,500 bonus, not that many here are likely 
to be tempted. 


As we have come to expect from aspirational articles of this sort, Erdbrink 
puts the last word into the mouth of an Iranian, a 25-year-old unemployed 
soccer player, who of course represents the position of the New York Times, 
when he opines: “Anybody with a lot of children is either very rich or very 
irresponsible,” Mr. Najafi said. “There is no other way.” 


Like Hamed, Shaheen is also willing to die for the Supreme Leader. He is 
also interested in finding a wife. Shaheen asks me if I have any children. 
When I mention that I have three sons and two daughters, he asks if he can 
marry one of my daughters. 


“How old are you?” I ask. 
“Twenty-two,” he says. 


When I mention that he is closer in age to my oldest granddaughter, an 
internet search for her Facebook page ensues, but it is not successful because 
there are simply too many Joneses in this world. 


Religious fervor and the sexual issue go hand in hand, there as over here. The 
differences involve the religions and the form of fervor. At this point, the 
global elites who control American policy have committed America to a 
publicity campaign in favor of gay marriage that makes the Children’s 
Crusade look wishy-washy by comparison. The cumulative effect of all past 
campaigns in favor of sexual liberation is having its effect in Iran. The 
revolutionary fervor of 1979 has diminished, as all revolutionary fervor must 
over time, and has been replaced by a sense of uncertainty. Was the West 
right after all? The unspoken question haunts Iran. 


Since the end of the Iran-Iraq war, the Basiji, or the Organization for the 
Mobilization of the Oppressed, a paramilitary volunteer militia which was 
established in 1979 by the Ayatollah Khomeini to fight in the Iran-Iraq war, 
have become a law enforcement auxiliary involved in “the providing of social 
service, organizing of public religious ceremonies, and policing of morals 
and the suppression of dissident gatherings.”;3; The Basiji still apprehend 
couples for holding hands in public, but the police release them with a lecture 
now, rather than putting them on trial. The same is true of dancing. Just 
before I arrived in Iran, a group of Iranian teenagers were arrested for posting 
a video to the tune “Happy,” which showed Iranian girls dancing without 
wearing the hijab. The young people were taken to the police station but later 
let off after they claimed that the video had been done with the assurance that 
it would remain private. The young people were probably victims of a 
cultural agent provocateur, but the sense of uncertainty in the air remains. 


The focal point of much of the cultural protest is the hijab or traditional 
headcovering which is mandatory for all women, including foreigners, in 
Iran. The women who attended my talk at Basiji headquarters in Tehran all 
wore the chador, which is to say the black garment worn in public which 
covers body, head, and neck. The same was true of every other talk, including 
those in Shiraz and Fasa. But in the airports, the westernizers seemed to be in 
the majority. These women bleached their hair and wore the hiyab as far back 
on the head as possible, exposing as much hair as possible. The effect is not 
particularly attractive because Iranian skin is not particularly compatible with 
blonde hair, certainly not bleached blonde hair. But the political statement is 
clear. In a world where the engineering of consent can now be projected 
globally via the internet, the hijab has become a symbol of the oppression of 
women. Women are being urged to have themselves photographed in public 
sans hijab and to then post the photos on the internet. Doubtless some US- 
funded NGO is behind the campaign. But the message is always the same. 
America frames no hypotheses. It simply promotes freedom, which 1s part of 
nature. Man is born free, but in Iran he (or, more importantly she) is in chains 
because some cleric wants to impose his morality on the population. Those 
with an ear for propaganda will remember that these same memes and tropes 
got used in the attack on the Catholic Church’s position on birth control and 
later abortion during the 1960s and 1970s. The similarities between what 


happened to the Catholics then and what is now being foisted on the Iranians 
was the theme of my talks. 


I ended my talk to the Basiji by saying that birth control was the biggest issue 
facing Iran at that moment. The main internal threat to the ongoing existence 
of the Iranian revolution of 1979 and, indeed, the existence of the Iranian 
people, is birth control. But to state the issue that way is to misstate it. No 
nation can maintain revolutionary fervor for any extended period of time. 
Even fervor for the sexual revolution of the 1960s began to wane by the 
mid-’70s, and in 1979 it was replaced by Alien and a whole new generation 
of horror movies, which provided catharsis by articulating the psychic pain 
which the sexually liberated had been experiencing for over a decade. As a 
symbolic coda to what I was saying, H.R. Giger, the Swiss creator of the 
Alien monster, died when I was in Iran. 


More often than not, the sexual counterrevolution often had nothing to do 
with the intentions of the counterrevolutionaries. The best example of this 
was the rise of Hollywood horror films. Alien, which opened in 1979 and 
won that year’s Oscar for best visual effects, was in many ways the sequel to 
the 1973 porn classic Deep Throat, only by 1979 oral sex wasn’t fun 
anymore. In the minds of the sexual revolutionaries, who had aborted their 
offspring, had their hearts broken, or contracted a venereal disease over the 
course of the decade following the other annus mirabilis, 1964, Year of the 
Pill, sex, in fact, had become an oftentimes disgusting, terrifying, and life- 
threatening experience. America’s collective guilty conscience over abortion 
found psychic release by viewing H.R. Giger’s face-hugging monster, which 
inserted its penis into the mouth of John Hurt, causing his stomach to explode 
in a parody of human sexuality and gestation that was deeply cathartic for the 
walking wounded who were the survivors of sexual liberation.(4) Horror films 
like Alien and Halloween (which came out one year earlier) gave the sexually 
liberated cathartic release because they allowed them to affirm 
simultaneously the contradictory assertions that: 1) sexual liberation is a good 
thing (thereby preserving their credentials as progressives) and 2) it ruined 
my life. 


The sexual revolution had created a world-wide wave of revulsion that would 
propel a number of world leaders into positions of political power. Ronald 


Reagan was one of these leaders; the Ayatollah Khomeini was another. In 
Iran, the sexual revolution of the ‘60s was replaced by another revolution. 
The Revolution of 1979 created the Islamic Republic which is still in 
existence today. After initially encouraging a high birth rate as the 
demographic basis for political and economic national power under the 
Ayatollah Khomeini, the revolutionary government after Khomeini’s death in 
1989 inexplicably reversed his position and instituted what would turn out to 
be one of the most effective birth control campaigns in modern history. In the 
10-year period following the creation of the Islamic Republic in Iran in 1979, 
Iran’s birth rate was 3.5. By the time his successor Khameni gave his speech 
in the fall of 2012 lamenting the population decline, the Iranian birthrate had 
plummeted to a European level of less than two children, which is to say 
below replacement rate.(s} The New York Times was not slow in exposing the 
irony of the situation: 

Under the grip of militant Islamic clerisy, Iran has seen its population of children 

implode. Accordingly, Iran’s population is now aging at a rate nearly three times that of 


Western Europe. Maybe the middle aging of the Middle East will bring a mellower 
tone to the region, but middle age will pass swiftly to old age.[6] 


Accounts differ on why and how the change came about. Some claim that the 
changes were instituted by the Rafsanjani government after the death of the 
Ayatollah Khomeini; other reports claim that Khomeini himself was 
responsible for the change. One source claims that: “In the late 1980s, 
Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, Iran’s supreme leader, issued fatwas making 
birth control widely available and acceptable to conservative Muslims.” (7) 
Either way, the birth rate plunged, but more importantly, as the LA Times put 
it, the promotion of contraception began “to usher in social changes, 
particularly in the role of women.”(s) Crippled by a sola scriptura approach to 
morality, the religious leadership of the Islamic Republic of Iran 
inadvertently created a feminist fifth column which would rise up against the 
revolutionary government during the Green Demonstrations of 2009. Or as 
the LA Times put it: 

Without intending to, Iran’s clerical leadership helped to foster “the empowerment of 

Iranian women,” said Djavad Salehi-Isfahani, an Iran expert at Virginia Tech. “The 


mullahs may be winning the battle on the streets, but women are winning the battle 
inside the family.” 


Now the Supreme Leader is faced with the unenviable task of putting the 


contraceptive genie back into the moral lamp from which he conjured it over 
20 years ago. No wonder he is asking Allah the All-merciful for forgiveness. 
President Ahmadinejad joined in the anti-contraception campaign by 
claiming that: 

Doubling the country’s population of 75 million would enable Iran to threaten the 

West, he said. He has denounced the contraceptive program as “a prescription for 


extinction,” called on Iranian girls to marry no later than 16 or 17 and offered bonuses 
of more than $950 for each child.[9] 


Unfortunately for the pro-natalist faction, President Ahmadinejad is no longer 
in power. The question lurking behind every sexual/cultural issue at the 
moment is whether President Rouhani is going to throw the contraceptive 
baby out with the nuclear bathwater. On 25 July 2012, Supreme Leader 
Khamenei stated that Iran’s contraceptive policy made sense 20 years ago, 
“but its continuation in later years was wrong. Scientific and experts’ studies 
show that we will face population aging and reduction (in population) if the 
birth-control policy continues.” Similarly: 

Deputy health minister Ali Reza Mesdaghinia was quoted in the semiofficial Fars news 

agency on 29 July saying that population control programs “belonged to the past” and 

that “there is no plan to keep the number of children at one or two. Families should 

decide about it by themselves. In our culture, having a large number of children has 


been a tradition. In the past families had five or six children. ... The culture still exists 
in the rural areas. We should go back to our genuine culture.”[10] 


My impromptu speech to the Basiji on birth control was barely out of my 
mouth when fellow speaker Yvonne Ridley objected to what I had to say. 
Ridley was an English journalist who burst upon the scene on September 28, 
2001 when she was captured by the Taliban in Afghanistan, after she had 
crossed the border illegally wearing a burqa. Ridley was released on October 
8, and as a result of her experience she converted to Islam. Now this 56-year- 
old Chador-clad Englishwoman was telling the Basiji that Muslim women 
should have the right to choose. On our way back to the hotel in the car I 
asked Yvonne how she could claim to oppose American imperialism while at 
the same time supporting one of its main instruments, namely, population 
control, and in particular a program put in place in Iran at the behest of the 
Rockefellers in collaboration with the hated Shah. She replied by saying that 
I wanted to keep women “barefoot and pregnant.” Needless to say, recourse 
to the feminist clichés of the 1970s was not conducive to intelligent discourse 


on the matter. The interpreter seemed intrigued by what I was saying about 
the Logos of sexual activity. “Sexual intercourse is like intercourse in 
general,” I said. “It’s not immoral to remain silent, but it is immoral to lie. 
Fertility is an integral part of human sexuality. Contradicting the logos of 
sexuality is the sexual equivalent of a lie.” Ridley has been married five 
times. This would presumably make her an expert on marriage or, if not, then 
at least sadder but wiser, but Ridley’s mind, in spite of her conversion, 
seemed frozen in the feminist clichés of yesteryear and the conversation soon 
lapsed into silence. 


In this she differed from the Iranian women, who seemed more pensive than 
truculent on the matter of birth control. You could tell by the expression on 
the faces of the women that birth control was a problem. You could tell that 
they were troubled, but also that they were grateful that someone was finally 
addressing the issue openly. This is not to say that there wasn’t some 
hostility. In Shiraz, a woman reacted in a hostile manner outside the hall 
where I had given my talk after the official Q&A had ended. When I 
mentioned the Polish bishops’ pastoral on gender ideology, she attacked the 
pope for not doing more to stop sexual decadence, sounding a lot like a 
conservative Catholic attending a meeting of her local CUF chapter in the 
1980s. 


“The pope should support the Polish bishops,” she said. 

“T agree.” 

“Why aren’t you a Muslim?” she asked. 

“Why aren’t you a Catholic?” I answered in response to her question. 


I then mentioned my encounter with the mullah in Qom, who told me that 
they weren’t interested in converting believers like me, but rather wanted to 
work together for justice until the twelfth imam returned from the state of 
occultation with Jesus at his side. 


“So this way,” I continued, “instead of getting one convert, you get an 
alliance made up of two billion people.” 


My interlocutor, who looked like an airline stewardess in her navy blue 
uniform and hijab, was unimpressed. 


“You're a very clever trader,” she said and walked off. She might have said 
“traitor,” but I suspect that what she meant to say was “salesman.” I was 
more puzzled than offended by her outburst. What American, after all, could 
be offended by being called a clever salesman? Isn’t that our national ideal? 


It was dark by the time we reached Fasa, the provincial capital of Fars 
province roughly 100 miles southeast of Shiraz. Shiraz is hotter than Tehran, 
which nestles at the foot of mountains to the north, but Fasa is hotter than 
Shiraz because it is farther south and east. Traveling to Fasa by car meant 
traveling through 100 miles of desert, past a huge salt lake that first looked 
like a mirage, and sporadic plantations of what looked like olive trees but 
were in fact lemon groves. 


The deserts are red in Iran and full of mountains that glow with an intense 
light when the sun goes down. Meyjid Meyjidi used this light to spectacular 
effect in his forthcoming movie on the prophet, peace be upon him. The 
dying light is naturally conducive to meditation, which is probably why 
civilization began in deserts, or better, in arid climates on the edge of deserts 
where there was enough water to survive but not enough to create forests, 
which obscure the sky at night. The Greeks, the Hebrews, the Egyptians, and 
the Iranians, who sent Magi to present gifts and worship Christ at his birth, 
could contemplate the heavens at night and see visible evidence of God’s 
plan, the Logos that preceded everything else, including Christ’s arrival on 
earth. The Jews who rejected Christ need to be reintroduced to the order of 
the universe which the Hebrews who were waiting for the Messiah 
discovered before His birth. 


Shakespeare understood this in the intuitive way that makes his writings such 
an unfathomable marvel. That is why he has Lorenzo instruct Jessica, his 
formerly Jewish wife, by explaining the order of the universe in the night 
sky: 

Sit, Jessica, Look how the floor of heaven 

Is think inlaid with patines of bright gold. 

There’s not the smallest orb which thou behold’st 

But in his motion like an angel sings 


Still quiring to the young-eyed cherubins. 


Such harmony is in immortal souls, 
But whilst this muddy vesture of decay 


Doth grossly close it in, we cannot hear it. (Merchant of Venice, Act V, scene 1) 


Lorenzo explains here that Logos 1s apparent in God’s creation. As St. Paul 
says in his epistle to the Romans, “Ever since God created the world his 
everlasting power and deity—however invisible—have been there for the 
mind to see in the things he has made” (1:20). Taken together, all of the 
motions of God’s providence create harmony. Shylock the Jew rejected the 
harmony of the universe. He hath no music in him. He is therefore a 
representative of the Jewish revolutionary spirit: 


The man that hath no music in himself, 

Nor is moved with concord of sweet sounds, 
Is fit for treasons, stratagems, and spoils. 
The motions of his spirit are dull as night, 
And his affections dark as Erebus. 


Let no such man be trusted. Mark the music. 


The Iranians never fell into this trap. They never rebelled against the Logos, 
as the Jews did when they rejected Christ. Nor did they turn against reason by 
turning Islam into an irrationalist vehicle for Arab nationalism, the fate it 
suffered under the Caliphate in Baghdad. When the Logos was made flesh, 
the Iranians were the first non-Hebraic people who came to worship him. 
“From Persia, whence the Magi are supposed to have come, to Jerusalem was 
a journey of between 1000 and 1200 miles.”t11; The New Catholic 
Encyclopedia tells us that: 

The philosophy of the Magi, erroneous though it was, led them to the journey by which 

they were to find Christ. Magian astrology postulated a heavenly counterpart to 

complement man’s earthly self and make up the complete human personality. His 

“double” (the fravashi of the Parsi) developed together with every good man until death 

united the two. The sudden appearance of a new and brilliant star suggested to the Magi 


the birth of an important person. They came to adore him—i.e., to acknowledge the 
Divinity of this newborn King (vv. 2, 8, 11).[12] 


The Messianic expectations of the Persian Magi weren’t simply a function of 
Magian astronomy. There was a significant Hebrew population in both 
Babylon and Persia at the time of Christ’s birth, and this community created a 


sense of “general unrest and expectation of the imminent arrival of a Golden 
Age ushered in by a great deliverer throughout the Roman Empire,” but St. 
Leo the Great insists that the Persian Magi were lead to Christ by “his star,” 
which is to say by their understanding of the Logos that was apparent in 
nature.[13] 


Wise men, we know from the bumper sticker, still seek him. The Iranians 
have never given up their quest for the Logos. Their culture was over a 
thousand years old when Islam arrived in Persia. Some bemoaned its arrival. 
When the Arab conquerors reached Ctesiphon, the luxurious capital of the 
Sassanian Persian Empire in 638, they discovered a 90 foot square silk carpet 
with rubies, pearls, and diamonds sown into it depicting a garden which 
symbolized Persia’s cultural patrimony and the empire’s wealth. The Arab 
looters cut that carpet into pieces and each commander took a fragment of it 
home with him. Three hundred years later, the Persians were still 
complaining. “Curse this world, curse this time,” wrote the Persian poet 
Ferdowski in the tenth century, “The uncivilized Arabs have come to force 
me to be a Muslim.”’114) 


What followed was an accommodation. The Persians became Muslims, but 
they became Muslims on their own terms. Over the course of centuries, the 
Iranians 

fashioned an interpretation of Islam quite different from that of their Arab conquerors. 

This interpretation, called Shiism, is based on a particular reading of Islamic history, 

and it has the ingenious effect of using Islam to reinforce long-standing Iranian beliefs. 

[15] 
The intra-Islamic conflict between Arabs and Iranians continues to this day. It 
is currently being fought in Syria as an actual war between Hezbollah, the 
Shi’a defenders of Hafez Assad, the Syrian President, and the Takfiri, the 
liver-eating Saudi/American proxies whose solution to every theological 
dispute is a bullet in the back of the head. The issue 1s what it was when the 
Iranian magi brought gifts to the Christ, namely, Logos. 


In some sense, the Iranians have never stopped following in the footsteps of 
the Magi. During my stay in Iran, the Iranian tradition of wise men seeking 
the Logos came out in a speech commemorating the death of Imam Khomeini 
by the Ayatollah Ali Khameni, Iran’s current Supreme Leader. Hamed and I 


attended that talk on the fourth day of my stay in Iran, along with an audience 
which included current President Rouhani and former President Rafsanjani as 
well as ambassadors from around the world, including Saudi Arabia, their 
foes in the current Islamic civil war. In a speech that was part funeral oration 
and part state of the union address, Khamenei urged Iranians to reject 
violence and extremism and use their “God-given reasoning ability” (al- ’aql) 
to solve the problems facing the Middle East and the world today. Khamenei 
identified the true Islam (as opposed to what the Ayatollah Khomeini referred 
to as American Islam) with the Logos, as the mean between two extremes. 
On the one hand, Khamenei rejected the Islam of the Takfiri (the rejecters or 
excommunicators) and Boko Haram in Nigeria, who practice “violence in the 
name of Islam,” but on the other hand, he also rejected the opposite extreme, 
namely, the American Zionist Imperium which seeks to undermine Logos 
through the systematic “propagation of public sexuality in the mass 
media.”{16) The crucial issue is not the correct position of the hijab on the 
head of Iran’s women, nor is it the give and take of nuclear negotiation; the 
crucial issue is birth control, because in order to negotiate the change in 
policy he envisions the Supreme Leader will have to mobilize the entire 
country, something that is only possible if he uses Logos to distinguish 
between the custom, which is negotiable, and the moral law, which is not. 


The already mentioned New York Times article came on the heels of 
Khamenei’s speech. As some indication that life issues are intertwined with 
every other issue, economics has become the subtext for the birth control 
question. The critical factor, according to Mohammad Jalal Abbasi-Shavazi, 
head of the demographics department at Tehran University, is the economy. 
Missing from the New York Times account was any mention of the fact that 
the main thing crippling the Iranian economy is American sanctions. 
Deprived of oil revenue, the Iranian government decided to maintain an 
economy at pre-sanction levels by printing more money. The result has been 
inflation. A bank in Iran will pay you 40 percent interest, but to make a 
deposit, you have to convert your dollars to rialls which are losing value at 
the rate of 30 percent per month. Mr. Erdbrink of the New York Times is now 
using that US inflicted hardship as an excuse for the practice of birth control. 


The real issue is not whether the Iranians are smart enough to see through 
what is happening to them. The Iranians are nothing if not intelligent. One 


issue is whether they have the cultural weapons to fight this battle in a 
campaign of covert warfare which stretches back to 1953, when the CIA 
overthrew Mossadegh. The other issue 1s whether they have the will to 
engage in one more battle. Compromise 1s in the air. After 25 years of 
government sanctioned birth control, many Iranian women identify birth 
control with freedom, when in fact the main psychological result of ingesting 
birth control pills is fear on the part of the ingester. Acceptance of birth 
control means acceptance of the Malthusian ideology, which sees endemic 
famine as the result of a universe without God. In that universe, where Divine 
Providence has no role to play in the lives of people who have children, the 
food supply, which increases arithmetically, is condemned to lag behind 
populations, which always increase geometrically. Acceptance of the birth 
control pill means acceptance of a universe in which God’s providence has 
been replaced by the self-regulating mechanism of English capitalism, a 
system created by the alchemist Newton and perfected by his intellectual 
offspring, Adam Smith, Parson Malthus, and Charles Darwin. In this system, 
“science,” which is a cover for Capitalism, always trumps religion. Science is 
part of Nature; Religion, banned from the universe by Newton and Locke, is 
a figment of the mind of clerics like the Supreme Leader. Erdbrink poses the 
alternatives in his article. On the one hand, we have Dr. Ahmadi’s birth 
control clinic. On the other, we have the mullah, Mojtaba Takhtipour on the 
“quest for a perfect society.” According to the schema Erdbrink proposes in 
his article, Iran now must choose between the Scottish Enlightenment, as 
manifested in Rockefeller-inspired birth control campaigns, or religious 
darkness, of the sort proposed by Mr. Takhtipour, who tells Erdbrink: “We do 
believe that ultimately God will provide our daily bread. So go out and have 
kids and have faith, is what I always say.”17) 


The ultimate question is whether Divine Providence is reasonable or not. 
Father Garrigou-Lagrange says that Providence flows from motion, properly 
understood, which is another way of saying that it does not flow from the 
Newtonian idea of “violent motion” which became the philosophical 
underpinning of English Capitalism and the Anglo-American Empire which 
sought to impose that system on the world via, among other things, 
population control. Mullahs like Mr. Takhtipour understand Garrigou- 
Lagrange’s point, at least intuitively. The real question is whether the mullahs 


will be able to understand it explicitly enough to convince the Iranian people 
before demographic winter sets in and it’s too late. The issue is purely an 
issue of consciousness. The overwhelming majority of Iranians are now in 
their childbearing years. If they changed their minds, the demographic crisis 
would be over in a minute—at least for the Iranians—but it would only be the 
beginning for the world elites who worry about the fertility of inferior races, 
hence Mr. Erdbrink’s article in the New York Times. 


That, in fact, is precisely what I said in my talks in Tehran, Shiraz, and Fasa. 
It is also the main thrust of the talk I was supposed to give, which appeared as 
the article on “Riba and Mercy in The Merchant of Venice” in the June 2014 
issue of Culture Wars magazine. After one such talk, my translator says that 
she has never heard a white man say such things. Actually she said Christian. 
But the novelty of hearing an American telling Iranians to have more children 
never wore off. I’m not sure of the propriety of telling young Iranian mothers 
to go home and conceive another child, but I did it, and no one complained to 
the Basiji. 


At times like this, I felt like a latter day version of Howard Baskerville, an 
earnest young American school teacher who is revered as “the American 
Lafayette” because he “was killed in 1909 while fighting alongside his 
Iranian friends in the Constitutional Revolution.”’1s; Unlike the English 
during this period of history, “Americans were regarded with nearly universal 
admiration and affection”’19; because “Without attempting to force their way 
of life on people or convert us to their religion, they had learned Persian and 
started schools, hospitals, and medical dispensaries all over Iran.’’20) By the 
mid-1920s an American envoy in Tehran was able to report that “Persians of 
all classes still have unbounded confidence in America.” 21) 


Until the outbreak of World War II, the United States had no active policy 
toward Iran. Then after the war, everything changed. The Soviet Union, 
which had been the ally of the United States, became its main foe in 1946, the 
same year that Winston Churchill gave his Iron Curtain speech. In January 
1950 the National Security Council prepared a seminal document, known as 
NSC-68 that asserted the need for the United States to confront communist 
movements not only in regions of vital security interest but wherever they 
appeared. 122] 


Confronted with what it termed a “world-wide . . . assault on free 
institutions,” the United States needed the support of Great Britain, which, as 
of 1951, was engaged in an ugly dispute with Iran. The main bone of 
contention between England and Iran was the Anglo-Iranian 011 Company. 
The British had concluded an incredibly lucrative deal to exploit Iran’s oil 
deposits, and exploit them they did in just about every sense of the word. In 
return for those rights, the Iranian government got next to nothing, and the 
Iranian workers were paid 50 cents a day, with “no vacation pay, no sick 
leave, no disability compensation.” The workers lived in a shanty town called 
Kaghazabad, or Paper City, “without running water or electricity.” 23) England 
had bankrupted itself by fighting two world wars in the 20th century, and 
now with unrest spreading throughout the British Empire, the Anglo-Iranian 
Oil Company seemed the only bulwark against total ruin. Foreign Secretary 
Ernest Bevin claimed that without oil from Iran, there would be “no hope of 
our being able to achieve the standard of living at which we were aiming in 
Great Britain.’’24) 


On May 1, 1951, Mohammed Reza Shah, at the urging of Iran’s charismatic 
president Mohammed Mossadegh and the Iranian parliament, nationalized the 
Anglo-Iranian Oil Company and created the National Iranian Oil to take its 
place.j2s; The English government under Winston Churchill took this as an act 
of war and immediately set about to overthrow the new government. Great 
Britain’s ambassador to Iran blamed the vote to nationalize Anglo-Iranian on 
the Americans: specifically on Aramco, the Arabian-American Oil Company. 
Aramco’s announcement that it would begin splitting its profits with the 
Saudi Arabian government on a 50-50 basis, Shepherd complained, had 
“thrown a wrench” into Britain’s negotiating position.(2«) But the English 
found no sympathy for a coup from either President Truman or his secretary 
of state Dean Acheson. 


That situation changed dramatically when Dwight D. Eisenhower was elected 
president in November of 1952. After taking office in 1953, Eisenhower 
installed his campaign manager C. D. Jackson as head of staff in the White 
House, John Foster Dulles as Secretary of State, and Allen Dulles as head of 
the newly created Central Intelligence Agency: 


Mossadegh’s challenge to the British was unfolding at a time of unusual turbulence in 
the world. The Soviet Union has just conducted its second atomic bomb test, making 


clear that the threat of annihilation would shape history for generations to come. War 
was raging in Korea.[27] 


The American attitude toward a possible coup in Iran changed radically after 
Dwight Eisenhower was elected president. The Dulles brothers were 
obsessed with the Communist threat and felt that Iran was in imminent 
danger of becoming “a second China.”(28) Soon after President Eisenhower 
took office on January 20, 1953, John Foster Dulles and Allen Dulles told 
their British counterparts that they were ready to move against Mossadegh. 
The CIA plan to remove Mossadegh was known as Operation Ajax, and 
Kermit Roosevelt, grandson of President Theodore Roosevelt, was sent to 
Tehran to carry it out. Operation Ajax involved “an intense psychological 
campaign against Prime Minister Mossadegh, which the CIA had already 
launched, followed by an announcement that the Shah had dismissed him 
from office.’’29) It was in fact America’s first foray into the realm of covert, 
psychological warfare, and the outcome of the playbook established in 
Tehran in 1953 would have far-reaching consequences, the coup d’état in 
Ukraine in 2014 being the most recent and therefore most significant. What 
happened in the Ukraine in 2014 was the result of what happened in Tehran 
in 1953. 


In 1953 he Soviet Union had just conducted its second atomic bomb test. The 
bomb had created a stalemate in conventional warfare, and that stalemate led 
the Dulles brothers to turn to covert warfare as the means of spreading the 
American empire. The CIA began waging what it called “doctrinal warfare” 
against the Catholics in 1953 when the CIA took power after Eisenhower 
won the presidential election in 1952. The Catholics were unaware of what 
was going on because “doctrinal warfare” was also covert warfare. The 
Catholics thought they were part of the anti-communist crusade when in fact 
the CIA had targeted them as much as it had targeted the Soviet Union. It all 
began in Iran. 


When we finally arrived in Fasa, I noticed a vaguely familiar face on a 
billboard, namely, my own. My mug towered over the parking lot of the hotel 
where we are staying. As I enter the lobby, I am greeted by another 
delegation of strangers. 


“Salam,” I say, covering my heart with my right hand. The original plan was 


for me to lie down for an hour nap, but we are already an hour late for the 
talk, so all I have time to do is shower and change into my white suit. Kevin 
Barrett thinks that my white suit makes me look like a CIA agent. Winston 
Churchill also wore a white suit when visiting Tehran. Looking in the mirror 
as I tie my tie, I wonder if wearing a white suit will help me expiate their 
sins. The image in the mirror gives no answer to this question. 


When we climb into the car, the cute young woman in the tan airline 
stewardess version of the chador who greeted me when we arrived is 
introduced as my translator. Her name is Habibe. 


“T’ve heard that you’re an anti-Semite and a racist,” Habibe says by way of 
introducing herself. 


Hamed and I burst out laughing. 
“Where did you hear that?” I asked. 


“On the web,” she said, confirming my conviction that the main function of 
the internet, aside from bringing pornography into everyone’s home, is 
slander, in particular slander of people that Jews don’t like, the current 
definition of an anti-Semite. Being accused of anti-Semitism by an Iranian is 
like showing up at an AA meeting and being called a drunk. 


As my picture on billboards throughout Fasa indicated, the sponsors of my 
talk decided to advertise, and as a result 500 people were waiting when I 
arrived at the hall. I confess to feeling overwhelmed. The cumulative effects 
of the heat and lack of sleep combined with the effect of walking into a hall 
where 500 hundred pairs of eyes were focused on someone who, for all they 
knew, could have been the revenant of Kermit Roosevelt, left me 
momentarily unhinged. And so I walked out of the hall back into the hot 
night and, ignoring what seemed like an equally large crowd outside the hall 
and the children who were pestering me for an autograph, I said a prayer, and 
the Lord answered by saying, “You were made for this moment. Go back into 
the hall.” 


So I went back in and began my talk, pausing after every sentence so that 
Habibe could translate what I said into Farsi. The Iranians saw me as the 
representative of America, so the first thing I had to make clear is that there 


was no such thing as an American. According to the sociological theory 
known as the triple melting pot, America is made up of three ethnic groups 
based on three religions: Protestant, Catholic, and Jew. Those three groups 
have been in a state of constant cultural conflict since before America 
launched its covert warfare attack on Iran in 1953. In fact, what happened to 
Catholics then is happening to Iranians now, especially in the area of birth 
control and gender ideology. 


The Iranian crisis of 1953 began as the Catholic Crisis in 1933 when Cardinal 
Dougherty called for a boycott of the Warner Brothers theaters in 
Philadelphia. After a few weeks, Warner Brothers began to feel the pinch. Joe 
Breen attended a meeting, after which he reported that Harry Warner was 
“crying tears as big as horse turds because he was losing $100,000 a week in 
Philadelphia alone.” When Mr. Giannini, founder of the Bank of America, 
refused to lend Hollywood any more money, that, combined with the debts 
that Hollywood had acquired in 1929 when the studios retooled to do talking 
pictures, convinced the studio bosses that they had to back down on the 
obscenity issue. 


What followed was the Hollywood Production Code, which for the next 31 
years insured that people like Joe Breen kept nudity, blasphemy, obscenity, 
and foul language out of Hollywood films. No theater would show 
unapproved films, and no film got approved without the tacit approval of 
Catholics like Joe Breen. 


On February 29, 1936, shortly after the American Bishops imposed the 
production code on Hollywood, Agustin Cardinal Hlond, the primate of 
Poland, issued a pastoral letter on morals, in which he claimed that the Jews 
were having a similarly corrupting influence on Poland. 


In 1965 the Catholics in America lost their nerve. When the Catholics lost 
their nerve in the war on Hollywood, they lost the culture wars. Before long 
there was no opposition to Jewish control of the media. This led to Jewish 
control over American foreign policy and the decriminalization of usury. 


The thirty year battle over the sexualization of the culture ended in 1965 
when the Legion of Decency ran up the white flag and Hollywood broke the 
code. Once the Catholics lost their nerve in the war over the sexualization of 


culture, once they backed away from holding Hollywood Jews to the basic 
rudiments of sexual decency, it was inevitable that the instruments of culture 
they failed to control would get used against them in all out cultural warfare. 
The sexualization of the Catholic clergy dates from this period. 


There are no truces in cultural warfare. The law of cultural life is either 
occupy your own cultural territory or have it occupied by alien forces. “The 
truth of the matter was that I did not like the Catholic Church,” Leo Pfeffer 
admitted in his memoirs. The truth of the matter goes beyond that as well. 
Leo Pfeffer was not just talking about personal animus; he was talking about 
an animus which was shared by his employer, the American Jewish 
Committee, as well as by Hollywood’s motion picture and television 
industries. The latter group was described by Stephen Steinlight recently as 
“the Jewish industry, par excellence.” Even toward the end of his life, after 
proclaiming the triumph of secular humanism over the Catholic Church in 
1976, Pfeffer was concerned about Catholic activism on the abortion issue 
because “the partial success which it has so far achieved may encourage 
further Catholic intervention in the political arena and bring back the days 
when the Roman Catholic Church was a powerful force in the American 
political system.” 


The destruction of Catholic political power meant the rise of Jewish power. 
In a Protestant culture, there was no one else to keep the Jews in check. What 
happened to American Catholics in the 1960s was a prelude to what 
happened in Poland after the fall of Communism, and what is happening to 
the Islamic world today. When American Catholics lost the Culture Wars of 
the 1960s, the rest of the world was subjected to the same regime of control 
through the manipulation of appetite that was erected in America after their 
defeat. The results were the same. Democracy led to tyranny. Extreme 
“freedom” led to equally extreme forms of slavery. Hollywood is now putting 
those Trotskyite globalists ideals into practice by promoting the widespread 
dissemination of things like pornography and MTV. Stephen Steinlight 
indicates that “MTV, for better or for worse, will prove more powerful with 
young Muslim immigrants than the mullahs.” 


Once I exposed the ethnic subtext to the culture wars in America, it became 
clear that what happened to the Catholics in the 1930s was happening to the 


Iranians now. The same WASP/Jewish alliance was responsible for both 
incidents of covert warfare. A year after the coup in Tehran, the CIA staged 
another coup in Guatemala for United Fruit. Eddy Bernays, Freud’s nephew, 
supplied the PR. An awareness is growing that the same thing happened in 
Paris in 1968: 

More and more young Frenchmen are looking back at the history of France since 1945 

and they are gradually coming to the realization that the country has been rule by an 

arrogant cabal of plutocrats who overthrew de Gaulle in 1968 and who replaced this 

remarkable national leader with a protégé of the Rothschild family, Georges Pompidou, 

who began his career as a director of the Banque Rothschild and who was later by the 

French elites to replace de Gaulle. The French plutocracy which, together with the CIA, 

had covertly orchestrated the May 68 riots to achieve “regime change” in France, now 

had free rein to radically change the “sovereignist” political course chartered by de 

Gaulle. Can you guess when the policy of mindless import of cheap foreign labor into 

France began? Under Pompidou, of course! Now . . . both native and immigrant French 

people are re-discovering their common history and are beginning to understand that 

they both were victims of the same politicians. [30] 


The Soral-Dieudonne coalition that is trying to circumvent the dialectical 
relationship between the policies of the left and right, each of which 
generates the need for the other as its corrective, are beginning to see that it is 
counterproductive to demonize all Muslims, as nationalist parties like the 
BNP in England have been paid to do, as Martin Webster has pointed out. A 
more nuanced view recognizes that Iran “fosters a far more refined and 
sophisticated look at the flaws of modern society than either the pro-regime 
mosques in France and abroad or the Wahabbis.”’31) 


The 1979 revolution in Iran was an important milestone in the history of 
resistance to post-World War II CIA covert warfare. Both the negative 
consequences and the unintended consequences of the Hostage Crisis of 1979 
are traceable to the CIA’s 1953 coup to overthrow Mossadegh. The 
revolution and hostage crisis inspired the Shi’a in Heerat to imitate the 
Iranians’ example. It also inspired Osama bin Laden who declared war on the 
Soviet Union after their invasion of Afghanistan and on America shortly after 
the Soviet defeat. All of that was traceable to Operation Ajax. More 
importantly: 

The success of Operation Ajax had an immediate and far-reaching effect in 

Washington. Overnight, the CIA became a central part of the American foreign policy 


apparatus, and covert action came to be regarded as a cheap and effective way to shape 
the course of world events.[32] 


The chain of American involvement in CIA sponsored covert warfare which 
began with the coup d’état in Iran found its culmination in the late winter of 
2013 in Victoria Nuland’s coup d’état in the Ukraine. The results of the 
Ukrainian coup d’état were disastrous for the United States. The return of the 
Crimea to Russia signaled the beginning of the end of the American empire 
as well as the end of the 100 year campaign based on the Mackinder thesis to 
dominate the Eurasian landmass and the pivot of civilization, but the 
playbook was the same one which got put into action in 1953 in Iran. The 
results were the same as under the Shah. After the coup d’état, the Ukrainian 
Nazis had to pass sexual nondiscrimination laws. Once they did, they 
qualified for IMF loans and the system of complete control based on sodomy 
and usury was in place. 


“Operation Ajax has,” in Kinzer’s words, “left a haunting and terrible 
legacy.” It “turned whole regions of the world bitterly against the United 
States.”(33) Kinzer tells us that: “The violent anti-Americanism that emerged 
from Iran after 1979 shocked most people in the United States. Americans 
had no idea of what might have set off such bitter hatred in a country where 
they had always imagined themselves as more or less well-liked.” 


I had the mirror image of that feeling during the more than hour-long Q&A 
which followed my talk. These were passionate people looking for honest 
answers in troubled times. They could have stormed the stage and taken me 
hostage if they wanted to. I had no protection, no security guards, no secret 
back entrance, and no helicopter waiting to fly me away. The only thing that 
protected everyone in that hall, especially me, from the chaos of passion 
fueled by historical grievance was the Logos, the same Logos the Magi 
discerned in the sky when the star led them to The Logos Incarnate. 


When the Iranians chanted “Death to America,” I was told not to take it 
personally, and I didn’t. “I love America,” I told my audience in Fasa. “I love 
the St. Joseph River and my home in Indiana under the trees.” 


“But I hate the American Empire,” I continued. I hate what it did to the 
Catholic Church in America under the guise of “doctrinal warfare,” and I hate 
what it did in Iran in 1953 after C.D. Jackson and the Dulles brothers 
hijacked American foreign policy under the guise of the anti-Communist 
crusade. 


The first successful insurrection against that American Empire took place in 
Iran in 1979 when Imam Khomeini came to power. That revolution is in 
danger now. The revolution needs to become conscious of itself. 
Revolutionary action needs Logos to complete its trajectory into a new, but 
lasting social order. The first item on the agenda is birth control. 


“Throw away your birth control pills,” I told the audience in Fasa. “Support 
the Supreme Leader.” 


Back at the hotel I shared a cup of tea with Habibe after the talk. 


“God,” I said, still wound up from the talk and almost two-hour Q & A which 
followed, “created heaven and earth. God created space and time. We 
perceive time as history. God is the Lord of history. God cannot create 
something evil. This means that history cannot have an evil end. History must 
result in something good in spite of the machinations of evil men. God uses 
these evil men to bring about good. It’s like the story of Joseph in the Bible. 
Joseph’s brothers did evil, but God brought good out of it. When the brothers 
came to Joseph for grain after the famine struck Egypt, Joseph told them, ‘the 
evil that you intended to me has been turned by God’s power into good.’ The 
same thing applies to all of human history. The intentions of evil men don’t 
have the final word. God does.” 


“You sound like a Muslim,” Habibe told me after I paused to take a breath. 
“You're not at all like your description on the Internet.” 


“That’s good,” I said. 

“You’re much better looking in person than in your pictures,” she continued. 
“Thank you,” I said, warming to my attractive young interlocutor. 

“Your suit goes well with your gray hair.” 

Gray hair? 


I don’t perceive myself as a grandfather, but I suspect that that is the way 20- 
year-old Iranians perceive me. During the long, Farsi language introduction 
in Fasa, a cheer went up from the crowd. When I asked what they were 
cheering about, I was told it was the announcement that I had five children 
and 13 grandchildren. Every time Shaheen insisted that he wanted me to be 


his father-in-law, Hamed would correct him by saying “grandfather-in-law.’ 


We are on the verge of a new new world order symbolized by the picture of 
Pope Francis at the Apartheid Wall. Kevin Barrett summed it up when he 
wrote: 


The Pope’s historic prayer at the apartheid wall illustrates the rise of religion as a force 
for social justice. Prior to 1979, social justice struggles were associated with “the left,” 
meaning socialism or communism. Both movements were dominated by atheists and 
secularists. They saw religion as a tool of oppression, an “opiate of the people.” In 
1979, two epochal events signaled a sea change in modern history. In Iran, the Islamic 
Revolution overthrew a corrupt and brutal secularist dictatorship and established a new 
social model—one that sought social justice through a religiously-based society. And in 
Poland, the Catholic Solidarity labor movement arose to challenge atheistic 
Communism. Soon religious Afghans were challenging the atheist Soviet occupation of 
their country. In 1989, the Berlin Wall came tumbling down . . . and with it the 
“Godless Communism” of the Soviet Empire. Since then, the Islamic awakening has 
been challenging secular capitalism in many parts of the world.[34] 


Kevin then mentioned my first trip to Tehran: 


Catholic historian E. Michael Jones foresees such an eventuality. In February 2013, 
Jones and I were returning to Tehran from a meeting with religious scholars in Qom. 
Jones, who admires Iran’s God-centered society, expressed the fervent hope that the 
Pope would come to Iran to make common cause with the Islamic Republic — and turn 
decisively against Zionism. “But could this Pope (Ratzinger) ever do such a thing?” we 
asked. “He won’t be Pope forever!” Jones announced. An hour or so later, regular 
programming was interrupted by a special bulletin: “Pope Resigns!” It was the first 
time in 600 years that a Pope had decided to step down. If E. Michael Jones is ever 
nominated for sainthood, I will happily testify to his miraculous powers of premonition. 
The new Pope, Francis, seems blessed with a heartfelt concern for ordinary people. He 
appears genuinely pained by the suffering of the Palestinians under Israeli oppression. 
And he seems instinctively opposed to the heartless power of New World Order 
bankster capitalism. Will Pope Francis soon be “Going to Tehran’? Will he announce 
that Netanyahu needs an exorcism, and Zionism needs a funeral? Will he stand with 
Putin against NATO’s nuclear encirclement of Russia? Will he join the world’s Muslim 
scholars calling for an end to usury and the destruction of the current international 
banking system in favor of something more humane and equitable? Will he demand 
that the US radically scale back its obscene military spending and lead the planet 
towards demilitarization . . . and the transfer of trillions of wasted military dollars into 
schools, hospitals, mass transit, and sustainable energy? Might he call for an end to 
biological technologies that threaten human dignity and even human existence — such 
as bio-weapons, designer genes, and trans-humanism? None of these things are possible 
today. But could they be possible tomorrow? If the new religious movements for social 
justice unite — and make common cause with everyone who supports justice, including 
those who consider themselves secularists — who knows what the future might bring. 
BS] 
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On the day that I arrived in Tehran, Pastor Joel Hunter, a man the press billed 
as “Obama’s spiritual adviser,” was winding up a week-long visit to discuss 
“religious tolerance.” Needless to say, there was no small amount of 
condescension in the report. One can imagine the reaction in the press if the 
Supreme Leader were to come to America to discuss religious tolerance for 
Americans who objected to gay marriage. But Pastor Hunter didn’t seem bent 
on making political points. “Those of us” who want to make progress, “know 
we’re going to be blamed by some of the hard-liners, for even having these 
conversations,” but “we believe it’s worth the risk because we’re not going to 
make progress as countries or even as religious communities for not talking 
to one another. (36) 


“We believe,” Hunter continued, “that we have something in common, and 
out of the commonality of our religious communities, we can build the kind 
of relationship and trust that politics simply can’t,” he said. “Only through 
religious leadership or the exchange of religious leaders, we believe peace is 
going to be successfully built between our two countries.” Hunter said he 
believes religious leaders can play a role in decreasing tensions between the 
United States and Iran.37 


Hunter plans to report on his trip to President Obama. As another indication 
that the world is changing, the U.S State Department praised Hunter’s efforts. 
“We commend such efforts to promote interfaith tolerance and religious 
freedom,” said one State Department official, who considered this sort of 
dialogue “a foreign policy priority for the Department.” The same official 
added that “a small delegation of U.S. Catholics visited Iran in March, 
entirely independent of the U.S. government.” 


So, for once, I seem to be in good company. The interrogation by the 
Customs official seemed perfunctory this time around. She seemed interested 
in what I had to say to the Iranians, but the parameters of her job prevented 
further questioning. The hold of the Israel Lobby, while not broken (certainly 
not in Congress), seems weaker than before. The main force weakening that 
grip is the Logos, which manifests itself as historical consciousness of the 
crimes which the WASP/Jewish alliance has carried out under the guise of 
covert warfare at the hands of groups like the CIA. 


As of press time, the only thing between the Americans in Baghdad’s Green 


Zone and death at the hands of the liver-eating Takfiri who have been armed 
with American and Saudi money is the Iranian Army and Iraq’s Shi’a 
irregulars. The U.S. desperately wants to forge an alliance with Iran, much to 
the chagrin of the Neoconservatives and the Israelis. It’s what Hegel would 
have called “the cunning of reason.” 


Appendix 


FOLLOWING IS THE TEXT OF THE TALK E. MICHAEL JONES 
PRESENTED IN SHIRAZ, TEHRAN, AND FASA, IRAN IN MAY 2014 


At 4:30 pm on March 30, 2002, Israeli military forces took over Palestinian 
TV stations when they occupied Ramallah in the West Bank, immediately 
shutting them down. What followed was a little more unusual. Shortly after 
occupying the Al-Watan TV station, the Israeli forces began broadcasting 
pornography over its transmitter. Eventually, according to a report from The 
Advertiser, an Australian newspaper, the Israelis expanded their cultural 
offensive against the Palestinian people by broadcasting pornography over 
two other Palestinian stations, the Ammwaj and Al-Sharaq channels. One 52- 
year-old Palestinian mother of three children, according to the report in the 
The Advertiser, complained about “the deliberate psychological damage 
caused by these broadcasts.” The only Palestinian station not taken over by 
the Israelis ran a written message at the bottom of its screen claiming that 
“Anything currently shown on Al-Watan and other local TV channels has 
nothing to do with Palestinian programs but is being broadcast by the Israeli 
occupation forces. We urge parents to take precautions.” 


“Why in the world,” one woman wondered, “should one do such a thing?” 


Today I’d like to try to answer that lady’s question. Why did the Israelis 
broadcast pornography over Palestinian TV stations? 


Before I can answer that question, I need to give the official explanation. 
According to the Official Rationale, Pornography means Freedom. 


This explanation is put forth in The People vs. Larry Flynt, a big budget 
Hollywood apologia for Hollywood’s connection to the porn industry. It got 
produced as a piece of pro-pornography propaganda when Congress was 
debating the Communications Decency Act in the early 1990s, which was 
supposed to ban obscenity from the internet. 


So according to the official explanation, Israeli troops began broadcasting 
pornography over captured Palestinian TV stations because they wanted to 
spread freedom among the Palestinian people. 


Somehow that doesn’t sound right. The simple fact of the matter is that this 


incident simply cannot be explained according to the principles available in 
contemporary American culture. 


In order to understand the disparity between the official explanation of 
pornography and what might be termed its military use, we have to go back 
to the ancients. 


The story of Samson and Delilah is a good place to start. 


Except for the fact that the roles are reversed in that story. Israel was 
invincible militarily—at least that part hasn’t changed—so the Philistines 
decided that they had to get at the Israelite leader by other than military 
means. Unable to defeat him in battle, they decided to seduce him sexually. 
Once Samson succumbed to Delilah’s wiles, he lost his power, and Israel lost 
its leader. They could find him then not on the field of battle, but rather to use 
the English poet John Milton’s phrase “eyeless in Gaza, grinding at the mill 
with slaves.” 


The story of the Palestinian TV stations broadcasting pornography as a 
curiously Biblical ring to it. 


Having learned their lesson, the Israelis decided to turn the tables on their 
opponents, because they knew that a blind opponent is no opponent at all, and 
because they knew as the ancients on the northern side of the Mediterranean 
—the Greeks— knew as well that lust makes a man blind. St. Thomas 
Aquinas, giving voice to that same tradition over a millennium later said that 
lust “darkens the mind.” A man without a mind is not a formidable opponent; 
therefore, lust can be used as a weapon by rendering an opponent “blind” or 
irrational and, therefore, incapable of mounting a coherent attack or counter- 
attack. 


At this point we are beginning to see the dim outline of why the Israelis were 
interested in broadcasting pornography. It wasn’t because they were 
interested in promoting freedom; it was because they were interested in 
promoting freedom’s opposite, namely, bondage or slavery because slaves, 
especially people who are the slaves of their own passions, do not make good 
fighters. 


The Ancients’ explanation of how sexual passion could be put to military use 


is not all that different that a report issued by the Palestinians at least three 
months before the incident happened. 


On January 12, 2002, the Islamic Association for Palestine news agency ran 
an article claiming that “representatives of the Central Intelligence Agency 
(CIA) and Israeli Shin Beth experts have recommended that the relatively 
conservative Palestinian society be flooded with pornography, drugs and 
gambling in order to keep Palestinian youths away from joining the resistance 
against Israeli occupation and apartheid.” The idea, according to the IAP 
report, “first came from the Israeli side who suggested that only these things 
could take Palestinian youths away from their hostile fixation on Israel.” 
Apparently Israel tried broadcasting pornography from at least one television 
station in the southern part of the West Bank, but had to pull back from its 
cultural offensive because of protests from Jewish settlers in the area, who 
felt that “pornography materials on local screens could have a detrimental 
effect on the settler population.” “The settlers,” according to one source cited 
in the IAP article, “are mostly religious people and like most Palestinians, 
they don’t like these things.” 


Seven hundred years after Samson was blinded by the Philistines at around 
the time of Alaric’s sack of Rome—when the empire tottered on the verge of 
collapse, and the Christians were being blamed—St. Augustine took the 
insights of Plato and combined them with those of the Hebrew Scriptures to 
come up with a new formulation of the relationship between slavery and 
freedom. 


Unlike Aristotle who argued that men were slaves Phusei, which is to say by 
nature, Augustine took a radically moral view of the issue. Man was free as 
long as he was moral, which 1s to say acting according to the dictates of 
practical reason. “It is clear, “he wrote in the City of God, “that sin is the 
primary cause of servitude.” That means, he continued in another passage 
from the same book, that “a good man, though a slave, is free; but a wicked 
man, though a king, is a slave. For he serves, not one man alone, but, what is 
worse, as many masters as he has vices. 


What followed on the heels of Augustine’s admonition looked like the 
collapse of the civilized world. In reality, the Fall of Rome was another term 
for the birth of Europe out of the wreckage of classical culture. People like 


Benedict of Nursia saved classical culture by providing through the Rule of 
St. Benedict a vehicle for Christianization of the ravaging ethnic groups 
which were then in the process of destroying it. 


All of history, according to the schema Augustine proposed in the City of 
God, could be reduced to two options, symbolized by two cities: the City of 
God was based on love of God to the extinction of self, and the City of Man 
was based on love of self to the extinction of God. If the City of God was 
based on love of neighbor and service, what is the City of Man based on? It’s 
based on the opposite of love and service, or, to use Augustine’s term, and 
the title of one of my book’s, “Libido Dominandi,” the desire to dominate. 


The distinction I’m trying to make here is like the difference between Jesus 
Christ and Dracula: Christ shed his blood so that we might have eternal life; 
Dracula sheds your blood so that he can have eternal life. 


For one thousand years following the fall of the Roman Empire, a fall which 
Augustine witnessed with his own eyes, Christian Europe based its culture 
increasingly and more and more effectively on Augustine’s principle. That 
doesn’t mean that no sins were committed in that part of the world for that 
particular millennium, but it does meant that the increasingly unified group of 
ethnic Christian communities which made up Europe had at least the right 
idea, the City of God, before them as their model. It also meant that they had 
the right idea of freedom, namely, that its essence was reasonable, moral 
behavior. That meant that a man had as many masters as he had vices. 


Beginning in the 18th Century powerful forces began to emerge from the 
shadows to challenge the Medieval Order established by the Church 


Once Europe turned away from Christ, it had to turn to the City of Man. That 
meant that Libido Dominandi became its constitution. That meant that the 
history of the Enlightenment was more and more sophisticated forms of 
control. 


Augustine’s statement that “a man has as many masters as he has vices” 
could also be interpreted as a formula for control. In fact, once Christianity 
was repudiated, it had to be interpreted in that way. The only alternative to 
the City of God was the City of Man, and that meant that anyone who 
repudiated love of God and love of neighbor as his rule of life, had to adopt 


the other rule, which is Libido Dominandi. 


The Enlightenment was an example of Europe turning away from Christ, and 
it was based on control from its inception. In fact, the history of the 
Enlightenment is nothing more than the development of more and more 
sophisticated technologies of control. 


The Enlightenment did not create a new man. It set out to seduce the old man, 
and in order to do that they had to go back to the very Christianity they 
sought to destroy. For example, the statement: “The state of the moral man is 
one of tranquility and peace, the state of an immoral man 1s one of perpetual 
unrest.” sounds like Augustine, but it was written by the Marquis de Sade. 
Both would agree with that statement’s meaning. The difference is that 
Augustine was interested in promoting tranquility and peace, and, therefore, 
morals, and the Marquis de Sade was interested in promoting the opposite, 
namely, the perpetual unrest that went by the name of revolution. The 
Marquis de Sade is simply Augustine turned upside down. He understood 
that in order to create a revolution you have to subvert the morals of the 
people first. 


By 1795 The French revolution had created so much carnage that it was 
causing a reaction. The Catholics from the Vendee threatened the gains of the 
revolution. The Marquis de Sade wrote The Philosophy of the Bedroom, and 
in particular “Yet Once More Frenchmen... ,” in reaction to the threat of the 
Vendee. 


The threat of counter-revolution meant that the revolution, in order to save 
itself, had to get back to the most basic principles of revolutionary politics. 
That meant promoting motion, unrest, and only way to do that was by 
arousing passion: “Lycurgus and Solon,” the divine Marquis wrote in The 
Philosophy of the Bedroom, “fully convinced that immodesty’s results are to 
keep the citizen in the immoral state indispensable to the mechanics of 
republican government obliged girls to exhibit themselves naked at the 
theater.” 


“The mechanics of republican government,” in other words, depended upon 
the systematic arousal of passion as a form of control. The only thing that 
prevented the Marquis de Sade from implementing his revolutionary views 


was technology. In order to arouse passion as a tool of revolutionary politics 
and control, the Marquis de Sade was limited, like the Ancients he took as his 
model, by physical constraints, namely, the number of men he could get into 
a theater. 


Those constraints would be lifted with the arrival of television and the 
Internet, which could now transmit images of naked women into every home 
that had a computer or television. 


Technology could now apply the same philosophy of control through 
manipulation of passion to unprecedented numbers. The goal, however, 
would remain the same. Sexual liberation has always been a form of control 
and was conceived of as such from the beginning by its major theoreticians— 
the Marquis de Sade and, roughly 150 years later, Wilhelm Reich. 


The Marquis de Sade found his completion in Wilhelm Reich. Wilhelm 
Reich was a Jew from Galicia who was both a Marxist and a Freudian. 
Wilhelm Reich is the man who created the term “Sexual Revolution.” Reich 
fused the teachings of both Marx and Freud into a weapon which could be 
used to destroy the Catholic Church. The name of that weapon was sex 
education. 


Wilhelm Reich, as I said, was a communist and a Freudian and as such his 
main opponent in Vienna was the Catholic Church. After years of trying in 
vain to debate the existence of God and getting nowhere in persuading people 
to become atheistic communists, Reich noticed a simple fact. If you changed 
the sexual behavior of idealistic young Catholics in the direction of sexual 
liberation, including especially masturbation, then the idea of God simply 
evaporated from their minds and they defected from the Catholic Church, and 
the way to successful revolution was clear. Writing about one of his female 
patients, most probably his daughter, Reich said: 

The compulsion to pray disappeared when she was made aware of the origin of her 

fear; this awareness made it possible for her to masturbate again without feelings of 

guilt. As improbable as this incident may appear, it is pregnant with meaning for sex- 


economy. It shows how the mystical contagion of our youth could be prevented. (The 
Mass Psychology of Fascism, p. 155). 


The revolution which could bring about the overthrow of the political power 
of the Catholic Church in Austria was based, not on debate, but behavior: 


“We do not discuss the existence or nonexistence of God—we merely 
eliminate the sexual repressions and dissolve the infantile ties to the parents” 
(The Mass Psychology of Fascism, p. 182). 


“The inescapable conclusion of all this,” Reich concludes, “is that a clear 
sexual consciousness and a natural regulation of sexual life must foredoom 
every form of mysticism; that, in other words, natural sexuality is the arch 
enemy of mystical religion. By carrying on an anti-sexual fight wherever it 
can, making it the core of its dogmas and putting it in the foreground of its 
mass propaganda, the church only attests to the correctness of this 
interpretation.” 


By getting people to act contrary to the Church’s teaching on sexual morals, 
Reich and his followers automatically limited the Church’s political 
influence, and this was the first step in the revolutionary take-over of 
Austrian society. As history would show, it was also the first step in the 
revolutionary take-over of American society during the ‘60s. The logical 
conclusion of this is also clear: the total sexualization of a culture would 
mean the total extinction of the Church and the classical state based on the 
moral law. It would mean that sexual revolutionaries would then have a free 
hand in spreading revolution, which as the French Revolution and Plato’s 
Republic both showed, is another word for tyranny. 

“The process of the uprooting of mysticism” is accomplished more effectively, in other 

words, by deviant sexual behavior than by debate over the existence of God or the 

fourth thesis of the Third International. Reich felt that sexual license would win out 

over self-control in every instance, and he probably felt that way based on his own life, 

where self-control lost consistently. But he also was empirical enough to see the same 

phenomenon in others. He mentions “clerics” who find it impossible to continue in 


their vocation once they have “felt on their own body” the “physical consequences” of 
sexual license. (p. 182). 


The real purpose of both sex education and a contemporary Reichian play 
like The Vagina Monologues is to “uproot” the faith and morals of the largely 
female audience which goes to see it, by promoting masturbation and deviant 
sexual activity. The political implications of this insight are clear, but they 
can be put into effect only after a cultural revolution has taken control of the 
instruments of culture. In other words, most people will not act out sexually 
in any consistent fashion on their own. They will be cowed by social 
convention into inhibition or brought back by it to repentance. Reich noticed 


the inhibiting effect of culture on his patients. He was also quick to draw a 
conclusion which was the converse of the one he discovered. If women are 
inhibited sexually by culture, changes in the imagery promoted by the culture 
will bring about a change in behavior, which will in turn bring about a change 
in values, which will in turn usher in the revolution: 

When [Reich wrote] I talk to a sexually inhibited woman in my office about her sexual 

needs, I am confronted with her entire moralistic apparatus. It is difficult for me to get 

through to her and to convince her of anything. If, however, the same woman is 

exposed to a mass atmosphere, is present, for instance, at a rally [or a classroom 

presentation of sex education, or a play like The Vagina Monologues, or by watching 

MTV] at which sexual needs are discussed clearly and openly in medical and social 

terms, then she doesn’t feel herself to be alone. After all, the others are also listening to 

“forbidden things.” Her individual moralistic inhibition is offset by a collective 

atmosphere of sexual affirmation, a new sex-economic morality, which can paralyze 

(not eliminate!) her sexual negation because she herself has had similar thoughts when 


she was alone. Secretly, she herself has mourned her lost joy of life or yearned for 
sexual happiness. 


Reich saw that technology has solved De Sade’s problem by creating what he 
called “mass situations.” 


“The sexual need,” Reich continues, referring obliquely to the possibilities 
for revolutionary activity which television and the Internet would provide, 
is given confidence by the mass situation; [my emphasis] it assumes a socially accepted 
status. When the subject is broached correctly, the sexual demand proves to have far 
more appeal than the demand for asceticism and renunciation; it is more human, more 
closely related to the personality, unreservedly affirmed by everyone. Thus, it is not a 
question of helping, but of making suppression conscious, of dragging the fight 
between sexuality and mysticism into the light of consciousness, of bringing it to a 
head under the pressure of a mass ideology and translating it into social action (The 
Mass Psychology of Fascism, p. 187). 


And that brings us to Hollywood. Hollywood is the creator of “mass 
situations,” which Reich described in The Mass Psychology of Fascism. 


The Crisis came in 1933 when Cardinal Dougherty called for a boycott of the 
Warner Brothers theaters in Philadelphia. After a few weeks, Warner 
Brothers began to feel the pinch. Joe Breen attended a meeting, after which 
he reported that Harry Warner was “crying tears as big as horse turds because 
he was losing $100,000 a week in Philadelphia alone.” When Mr. Giannini, 
founder of the Bank of America, refused to lend Hollywood any more 
money, that, combined with the debts that Hollywood had acquired in 1929 


when the studios retooled to do talking pictures, convinced the studio bosses 
that they had to back down on the obscenity issue. 


What followed was the Hollywood Production Code, which for the next 31 
years insured that people like Joe Breen kept nudity, blasphemy, obscenity, 
and foul language out of Hollywood films. No theater would show 
unapproved films, and no film got approved without the tacit approval of 
Catholics like Joe Breen. 


On February 29, 1936, shortly after the American Bishops imposed the 
production code on Hollywood, Agustin Cardinal Hlond, the primate of 
Poland, issued a pastoral letter on morals, in which he claimed that the Jews 
were having a similarly corrupting influence on Poland. 


In 1965 the Catholics in America lost their nerve. When the Catholics lost 
their nerve in the war on Hollywood, they lost the culture wars. Before long 
there was no opposition to Jewish control of the Media. This led to Jewish 
control over American foreign policy and the decriminalization of usury. 


The thirty year battle over the sexualization of the culture ended in 1965 
when the Legion of Decency ran up the white flag and Hollywood broke the 
code. Once the Catholics lost their nerve in the war over the sexualization of 
culture, once they backed away from holding Hollywood Jews to the basic 
rudiments of sexual decency, it was inevitable that the instruments of culture 
they failed to control would get used against them in all out cultural warfare. 
The sexualization of the Catholic clergy dates from this period. 


There are no truces in cultural warfare. The law of cultural life is either 
occupy your own cultural territory or have it occupied by alien forces. “The 
truth of the matter was that I did not like the Catholic Church,” Leo Pfeffer 
admitted in his memoirs. The truth of the matter goes beyond that as well. 
Leo Pfeffer was not just talking about personal animus; he was talking about 
an animus which was shared by his employer, the American Jewish 
Committee, as well as by Hollywood’s motion picture and television 
industries. The latter group was described by Stephen Steinlight recently as 
“the Jewish industry, par excellence.” Even toward the end of his life, after 
proclaiming the triumph of secular humanism over the Catholic Church in 
1976, Pfeffer was concerned about Catholic activism on the abortion issue 


because “the partial success which it has so far achieved may encourage 
further Catholic intervention in the political arena and bring back the days 
when the Roman Catholic Church was a powerful force in the American 
political system.” 


The destruction of Catholic political power meant the rise of Jewish power. 
In a Protestant culture, there was no one else to keep the Jews in check. 


What happened to American Catholics in the 1960s was a prelude to what 
happened in Poland after the fall of Communism, and what is now happening 
to the Islamic world. 


When American Catholics lost the Culture Wars of the 1960s, the rest of the 
world was subjected to the same regime of control through the manipulation 
of appetite that was erected in America after their defeat. The results were the 
same. Democracy led to tyranny. Extreme “freedom” led to equally extreme 
forms of slavery. 


Remember the question which began our discussion? “Why in the world,” 
one woman wondered, “should one do such a thing?” 


Why in the world would Israelis broadcast pornography over Palestinian TV 
stations? 


The Israelis did it because sexual liberation is a form of control. 


Hollywood is now putting those Trotskyite globalists ideals into practice by 
promoting the widespread dissemination of things like pornography and 
MTV. 


Stephen Steinlight indicates that “MTV, for better or for worse, will prove 
more powerful with young Muslim immigrants than the mullahs” (p. 15). 


Let me return now to the premise which began this talk. In human history 
there are only two alternatives. There is the City of God, which is based on 
love of God and denial of self. And there is the City of Man which is based 
on love of self and denial of God. If we deny the Church which Christ 
founded as the guardian of the City of God, we will end up in the world St. 
Augustine foretold 1600 years ago, a world in which men have as many 
masters as they have vices. 


On July 15, 1979, President Jimmy Carter gave a nationally-televised address 
in which he identified what he believed to be a “crisis of confidence” among 
the American people. That “crisis of confidence,” according to Carter, was 
“invisible” but it struck “‘at the very heart of the soul and spirit of our national 
will.” It was causing “growing doubt about the meaning of our own lives” 
and “loss of a unity of purpose for our nation,” and it was caused by loss of 
faith in God, which led Americans to “worship self-indulgence and 
consumption.” Americans had discovered that “owning things and consuming 
things does not satisfy our longing for meaning.” Although he never used the 
term in the broadcast, Carter’s address came to be known as the “malaise” 
speech,(39) a term of ridicule which emerged from the collective American 
unconscious because it described so well the amorphous nature of the 
problem he tried to address. 


By 1979, “malaise” had become a world-wide phenomenon. In China, the 
Cultural Revolution of the 1960s had led to social exhaustion and 
disillusionment.(40) In Poland, the hope that Communism might find a human 
face, fueled largely by borrowed money, turned to disillusionment when 
government which had borrowed the money found that the only way they 
could find the hard currency to service its growing foreign debt was to 
“squeeze domestic producers hard to make up the shortfall.”i41; Everyone in 
both the West and the East had concluded that “the old ideas no longer 
worked, [42] but no one had any new ideas to replace the ones that had failed. 


In Iran, the speed and intensity of the Shah’s westernization process “left 
Iranians reeling.” (43) As a result, “social vices like prostitution, drug addiction 
and alcoholism were rampant. Parental authority broke down as children 
succumbed to delinquency or decadence. (44) In her book Daughter of Persia 
(1992), Farman Farmaian described how: 


An almost delirious admiration for things Western had seized the country. Everywhere 
in North Teheran one saw liquor stores, fancy international hotels, and signs advertising 
Gucci clothes or Kentucky Fried Chicken, as well as Western movie theaters and discos 
where young people could dance and drink on Thursday nights until all hours. 
Everyone, especially the young, were avid for European or American clothes, films, 
music. .. . An entire generation of parents ... were shocked and outraged at what these 
Western ways were doing to their children, culture and what Iranians considered moral 
behavior. .. . Even the poor immigrants in the Tehran shantytown, who deeply 
disapproved of the garish billboards and—to us—risqué cinema posters displaying the 
faces and limbs of western move actresses, craved Pepsi and Levis.’’[45] 


Writing in the same year, fellow Iranian author Jalal Al-I Ahmad came up 
with the Iranian version of the “malaise” which Jimmy Carter had tried to 
articulate 13 years earlier. He called it “gharbzadegi,” a Farsi word which is 
usually translated as “westoxification” or, to give the English title of his 
enormously influential book, Occidentosis, which he describes as “A Plague 
from the West.’’j46) Al-I Ahmad defined “‘occidentosis” as a form of 
deracination which comes about when: 
the aggregate of events in the life, culture, civilization and mode of thought of a people 
[leaves them] having no supporting tradition, no historical continuity, no gradient of 
transformation, but having only what the machine brings them./47] 
In spite their 2,500-year-old civilization, it had become clear to intellectuals 
like Al-I Ahmad that the Iranians had become “such a people.’ 4s) 


Four months before the Ayatollah Khomeini came to power in Iran in 
February 1979, the Catholic Church dealt with the “malaise” by elevating a 
58-year-old Pole by the name of Karol Woytyla to the chair of Peter. Unlike 
the Ayatollah, Pope John Paul II did see Communism as the main threat to 
the religious and social order of the world at that time. After Woytyla became 
pope, the KGB station chief in Warsaw told his superiors in Moscow: 
“Woytyla holds extreme anticommunist views . . . making the following 
accusations . . . that there is an unacceptable exploitation of the workers, 
whom “the Catholic Church must protect against the workers’ 
government. (49) 


Pope John Paul II’s concern with Communism was understandable enough. 
His entire priesthood in Poland was spent dealing with the problem, but he 
never felt that Communism had a monopoly on the world’s ills. According to 
Woytyla, the “malaise” of 1979 derived from “the dehumanizing tendencies 
of modern culture—a threat he saw as much in the rampant modernizing 
capitalism of the West as in the atheistic materialism of the East.” (50) 


The sexual revolution had created a world-wide wave of revulsion that would 
propel a number of world leaders into positions of political power. Ronald 
Reagan was one of these leaders; the Ayatollah Khomeini was another. Even 
though Reagan collaborated with the Ayatollah in prolonging the 1979 
hostage crisis, more often than not, these leaders had nothing in common 
other than the wave of revulsion that swept them into power. 


Hegel would have called that wave of revulsion the World Spirit. According 
to Hegel, “Reason is the Sovereign of the World.”’{s1; This means that in some 
fundamental sense the history of the world is a rational process, one which, as 
in the case of horror films, often makes use of “the cunning of reason” to 
contradict the intentions of its protagonists. Reason is both the form of the 
universe and the Infinite Energy which sets Matter in motion. Because 
history is a rational process, universal history is the manifestation of a “Spirit 
whose nature is always one and the same, but which unfolds its one nature in 
the phenomena of the World’s existence.” {s2) In formulating his philosophy of 
history, Hegel, as Copleston has pointed out, “argues indeed that this 1s 
simply conscientiously applying to history as a whole the Christian doctrine 
of divine providence,”'s3) even if “Hegel’s metaphysics drives him to 
conclusions to which the Christian theologian is not committed.”(s4) 


Positivism was, more than anything else, an attack on the idea of history. 
According to Karl Popper, world history has no meaning. The history of 
power politics was nothing other than the history of international crime and 
mass murder. The assertion that God somehow reveals himself in the history 
of international crime and mass murder is nothing less than blasphemy. There 
can be no humanitarian history of mankind because it would have to be a 
history of each individual, since no man is more important than any other. 


If Positivism is deeply a-historical, historical consciousness is the strongest 
and most invincible opponent of positivism. Historical occurrences are 
unique, not repeatable; they do not follow according to any physical law, 
through which they can be determined. For positivism, then, history is by 
definition irrational because historical occurrences are by definition unique, 
which is to say, not accessible to repeated observation, or experiment, and 
therefore not accessible to scientific research. 


By now it should be obvious, that, according to Popper, Anglo-Jewish- 
American positivism as expressed in the capitalist new world order which 
grew up in the aftermath of World War II is the ideal toward which all men of 
good will should strive. But upon closer examination, positivism turns out to 
be nothing more than the projection of capitalism onto the universe. In this, 
Popper is the heir of both Newton and Darwin. From the time of Hobbes, the 
task of English political thought has been to come with a “scientific” 


justification of an unjust status quo. Positivism is one more justification of 
the status quo which came into being when England’s nascent capitalists 
enriched themselves by looting the monasteries. As Friedrich Romig puts it 
in his book Der Sinn der Geschichte: 

Positivism doesn’t pass judgment on the world we live in, rather it affirms that world. 

At the same time it ridicules any ideas that critique these facts or contradicts them as 

metaphysical speculation, irrationalism and romanticism. It foreshortens and mutilates 

thinking in order to fit the facts into the given society and its relationships, which 

remain unquestioned.[55] 
Time from the positivist perspective is the opposite of history. 
Technical/physical time has no history; it runs on like an assembly line. It is 
divisible into equal, infinitely small units or moments, which follow each 
other in endless monotony. This has no life; it is by definition that which is 
not alive, that which is already dead. No hope relieves it. It is only 
mechanical motion, running. Progress replaces history. The deeply a- 
historical character which replaces history with a monotonously accelerating 
progress, which then proceeds ad infinitum, without telos, is the distinctive 
characteristic of the industrial age, one which has been confected by 
industrial/technological interests in their interests. 


Making history vanish is one of the ineluctable consequences which flows 
from the enthronement of British empiricism and science as the validator of 
everything real. Under this aegis, history becomes the total aggregate of 
trajectories of motion, all of which are totally repeatable functions of 
invariable scientific laws. 


History is not like that. It is a totally unique series of totally unique and 
unrepeatable occurrences that at its very worst and most incomprehensible 
looks very much like one damned thing after another with no rhyme or reason 
connecting them. Unfortunately, one damned thing after another has no 
Logos to it and cannot be understood as history, which must be in some sense 
comprehensible. In order to give a meaning to events which British 
empiricism made impossible, the English invented Whig History, a morality 
play in which light or freedom or economic freedom or Capitalism invariably 
triumphs over darkness or bondage and superimposed it on the historical 
record as a way of imposing meaning on it. 


History didn’t stop when Francis Fukuyama wrote The End of History. 


The birth control pill has created a feminist fifth column in Iran that is 
waiting to be manipulated by Western-funded covert operations. In this 
respect the Green Revolution demonstrations of June 2009 were a harbinger 
of things to come. Victoria Tahmasebi-Birgani claimed that women played a 
major role in the Green demonstrations of 2009, when “Iran’s body politic 
was invaded by feminine power. (56) 


My contention that the sola scriptura approach to the Koran has hampered 
Islam in dealing with sexual issues finds independent corroboration in a 
speech which the Supreme Leader Ayatollah Khameni gave on October 10, 
2012. In that speech Khameni claims that it was a mistake not to abandon the 
population control policies which the Islamic revolution of 1979 had 
inherited from the Shah. Khameni claims that: 

we should have abandoned the population control policy in the mid-1370s [1990s]. I 

myself played a role in this mistake. Of course, it was a good policy at that time, but it 

should have been abandoned in the mid-1370s. We failed to do so, which was a 

mistake. As I said, our government officials and myself are responsible for this mistake. 

I hope Allah the Exalted and history forgives us. It is necessary to safeguard the young 

generation. As I said in a speech in the month of Ramadan, our country will grow old if 

we continue in this way. Our families and youth should have more children. The way it 

is practiced today, the policy - which limits the number of children that a family can 

have - is wrong. If we manage to keep our population young over the next ten, twenty 


years and far into the future, our youth will solve all the problems that our country is 
suffering from by relying on their characteristic preparedness, dynamism and talent.[57] 


The main internal threat to the ongoing existence of the Iranian revolution of 
1979 is birth control. After initially encouraging a high birth rate as the 
demographic basis for political and economic national power under the 
Ayatollah Khomeini, the revolutionary government after Khomeini’s death in 
1989 inexplicably reversed his position and instituted what would turn out to 
be one of the most effective birth control campaigns in modern history. When 
Khomeini took power in 1979, Iran’s birth rate was 6.5. By the time his 
successor Khameni gave his speech in the fall of 2012 lamenting the 
population decline, the Iranian birthrate had plummeted to a European level 
of less than two children, which is to say below replacement rate.{ss} The New 
York Times was not slow in exposing the irony of the situation: 

Under the grip of militant Islamic clerisy, Iran has seen its population of children 


implode. Accordingly, Iran’s population is now aging at a rate nearly three times that of 
Western Europe. Maybe the middle aging of the Middle East will bring a mellower 


tone to the region, but middle age will pass swiftly to old age.[59] 


Accounts differ on why and how the change came about. Some claim that the 
changes were instituted by the Rafsanjani government after the death of the 
Ayatollah Khomeini; other reports claim that Khomeini himself was 
responsible for the change. One source claims that: “In the late 1980s, 
Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, Iran’s supreme leader, issued fatwas making 
birth control widely available and acceptable to conservative Muslims. ’’(6o) 
Either way, the birth rate plunged, but more importantly, as the LA Times put 
it, the promotion of contraception began “to usher in social changes, 
particularly in the role of women.” {«1j Crippled by a sola scriptura approach to 
morality, the religious leadership of the Islamic Republic of Iran 
inadvertently created a feminist fifth column which would rise up against the 
revolutionary government during the Green Demonstrations of 2009. Or as 
the LA Times put it: 

Without intending to, Iran’s clerical leadership helped to foster “the empowerment of 

Iranian women,” said Djavad Salehi-Isfahani, an Iran expert at Virginia Tech. “The 


mullahs may be winning the battle on the streets, but women are winning the battle 
inside the family.’’[62] 


Now the Supreme Leader is faced with the unenviable task of putting the 
contraceptive genie back into the moral lamp from which he conjured it over 
20 years ago. No wonder he is asking Allah the All-merciful for forgiveness. 
President Ahmadinejad has joined in the anti-contraception campaign by 
claiming that: 

Doubling the country’s population of 75 million would enable Iran to threaten the 

West, he said. He has denounced the contraceptive program as “a prescription for 

extinction,” called on Iranian girls to marry no later than 16 or 17 and offered bonuses 

of more than $950 for each child. So far, he has been widely ignored. “Iranian women 


are not going back,” said Sussan Tahmasebi, an Iranian women’s rights leader now 
living in the United States.[63] 


On 25 July 2012, Supreme Leader Khamenei stated that Iran’s contraceptive 
policy made sense 20 years ago, “but its continuation in later years was 
wrong. Scientific and experts studies show that we will face population aging 
and reduction (in population) if the birth-control policy continues.”(«4j 
Similarly: 


Deputy health minister Ali Reza Mesdaghinia, was quoted in the semiofficial Fars news 
agency on 29 July saying that population control programs “belonged to the past,” and 


that “there is no plan to keep the number of children at one or two. Families should 
decide about it by themselves. In our culture, having a large number of children has 
been a tradition. In the past families had five or six children. ... The culture still exists 
in the rural areas. We should go back to our genuine culture.”[65] 


Iran and Poland are now in the forefront of history once again. In early 2014 
the Supreme Leader banned vasectomies. At around the same time, in 
January 2014, the Catholic Bishops of Poland issued a pastoral letter 
condemning what they called “gender ideology,” which included sex 
education, gay marriage, and all of the things that Reich proposed in The 
Mass Psychology of Fascism. 


In December 2013, the Polish edition of my book Libido Dominandi 
appeared. The bishops’ condemnation was based on that book. During the 
book tour promoting my book in December, I ended every speech with 
Denethor’s line from The Lord of the Rings. 


“The West,” as Denethor claimed prophetically in J.R.R. Tolkien’s novel 
The Lord of the Rings, “has failed.” The experiment in ordered liberty which 
was launched by America’s founding fathers at the end of the 18th century 
has degenerated into an Israeli-managed police and surveillance state under 
the leadership of dual citizens like Michael Chertoff, whose body scanners 
now scrutinize our private parts in the hope of thwarting terrorist plots. Like 
its predecessors, the East German Stasi and the Bolshevik CHEKA, the 
Department of Homeland Security views the people as the enemy of the 
regime and relies on a network of Jewish spies, informants and commissars to 
keep them in line. 


The West has failed because it has turned away from its spiritual roots, 
namely, the patrimony of the Catholic Church and St. Benedict and the 
Christianized Germanic tribes which created first the Holy Roman Empire 
and then Europe as a unified whole base on the notion that labor was worthy 
of respect. The successor of the Holy Roman Empire in our day 1s the 
European Union, a bastardized parody of the unity that was implicit in 
Catholic Europe, based on the crudest sort of economic materialism. 


By 2008 it was clear that that Western consumerist materialism had failed 
almost as spectacularly as the eastern version of dialectical materialism had 
failed in 1989. In spite of his bias in favor of free markets as the spiritus 


movens of 1979, Caryl is finally forced to admit that: “though the Iranian 
Revolution was fueled by many economic concerns, its ultimate impulse was 
a moral one. The Westernized intellectuals had failed to provide a satisfactory 
answer to the fundamental dilemma of identity that Iranians felt themselves 

to be facing.”’(s«) 


The collapse of materialism was foretold in Iran in 1979 when the Ayatollah 
Khomeini exposed the Achilles heel of the free-marketeers: “You who want 
freedom, freedom for everything, the freedom of parties, you who want all 
the freedoms, you intellectuals: freedom that will corrupt our youth, freedom 
that will pave the way for the oppressor, freedom that will drag our nations to 
the bottom.” {67 


If the West is ever to revive, it will only do so by retracing its steps back to 
the religious principles which allowed its rise in the first place. Pope John 
Paul II articulated those principles when he told Poland’s communist masters 
in 1979 that: 
Man... cannot become the slave of things, the slave of economic systems, the slave of 
production, the slave of his own products. A civilization purely materialistic in outline 


condemns man to such slavery, even if at times, no doubt, this occurs contrary to the 
intentions and the very premises of its pioneers.[68] 


No matter how much Margaret Thatcher tried to disguise the deformity of 
Capitalism by cloaking it in the robes of morality and freedom, history vetoed 
her efforts definitively in 2008. Since that moment in history it has become 
apparent, as Caryl and someone else has put it, that ““man does not live by 
bread alone.” 
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